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Surely there is a veiﬁ for the siiyer

and a place for gold where they find it.
Iron is taken out of the earth,

\
and brass is molten out of the st\ e,
But where shall wisdom be found?

. and where is the place of understanding?‘

(Job xxviii. 1-12)
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The purpose of this paper is t “&how that the

explanations of understanding ags& non-knowlédge concept,

an "attainment,'" and as a k{ d of theoroticui,knowing or
knowing-that, uqe.inadén ate. I will also show that the
following assumption ,edgrding undérstandiné'is inadequate:
that knowing they{g::ruﬁderstands is tied solely to
deacriptiqns’abbut that person, that certain general
(semi-)‘hypoihetical statements are true, illowing‘successtul

_ prediction and explanation of the behavior of that person
where this behavior exhibits understanding. Moreover, it

.18 my intention tgrzhow tbat aa édequate analysis necessitates
an explication of understdnding in terms of qualitative
knowing, knowing the unique which is non-classificatory.
A complete analysis of understanding is not possible here
though suggestions for further analysis’;ill hopefully be
'made apparent. The first part of the paper inl be concerned
with an anslysis of arguments uboutvunde?btandiﬁg set forth
by Scheffler (1965), Martin (1970), and Ryle (1949), Scheffler's
claim that understandingiis*a non-knowledge "attainment'" will
be ?ollowed by analysis of Jane‘Murtin:s arguments {or ‘
understahding as & "modified-~knowledge-~-that" 1nterp§etation
of '"seeing connections." Analysis of Gilbert Ryle's position

on understanding will be gncluded throughout with particular

attention pgid to his dggfinction between knowing-that> ‘ -

<

or theoretical knowing and knowing-how, and his assumption
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regarding knowing that one uhderstands as ti;;'to semni-
dispositional, semi-episodic statements. The final portion

of the paper will' be %bncerned with arguments for an

aQequate qxplication dt understanding, utilizing Macecla's
(1974) notion of qullitatiie knowing and epistemic diﬁtinct#ons
~ from D..G; Brown's transformational grammatical analyéiq

of knowfng-h?w expfessions.. ,

Schetffler (lssfi/jyf torfh epistemic conditions- for

what he has called th strong sense otvtheoretiéal knowing

or knowing-that, the knowing-that of educative signiticance‘f
for him. The epistemic conditions for a learner's strong
sense of theoretical knowing in educative contexts, for both

anaiytic and empirical arguments, are the following:

X (learner) knows that Q (where 'Q' is ‘ \\\\\
some analytic or empirical argument)
if and only if

(1) X bélieves that Q

(11)2//ﬁus adequate evidence for that Q

where’ condition (ii) includes the tollowing
ditions:/ »
(14 X has the proper pattern of ' ' .
Y, argument/ for that Q ;
/1)2 X appreciates the force of the
-/ ~ evidenge for the argument that Q
/ (11)3 X appreciates the strategy of the
argument that Q

a1y @ /v | | :

] I§/ f in the explics ion of cdnd;tion (11) which includes

:’iéonditipns (11)y/-and (i’i)3 that Scheffler chJ;acterizes

}ﬁdérstanding as .8 necessary condition to the strong sense"

5
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of theoretical knowing in that it constituteé“ﬁaéing'adequhte
evidence. Subcoqditions (11), and (11)3_ are taken by
Scheffler to exﬁlicate understanding. Having the propér
pattern of argument.‘ for that Q, which is not » mech;.nically
derived from the application of rules to available evidential
items assures that the one who claims to know-that appreciates
or knows‘the.ggggg of the clues or evidence he or she has |
available (Scheffler, 1965, p. 69). Understanding also .
1nc1ud§s appreciating the'torce of an argument, not just
appreciating the force of evidence: |

. . »that is, one may ébe the general’

import of the reasons behind its con-

clusion and. . .attain a grasp of the

general strategy that gives it unity. (p. 70)

In essence, a learner's achie#ément otiknowing-fhat

.1n educative contexts‘includes an appred!atiqn of the
strategy of the argument or the direction of the whole.
argument; it is being able to detéct_the strategy in o,
other arguments beéides the one under consideration.
Utilizing an instance of analytic theo;eticul knowing,
(though the same conditions hold_with.reapect to empirical
theoretical knowing), e.g. Euclidean geometry, it is ‘
not sufficient that the ibafner have all the {aterigls for
a deductive‘proot, such as knowing the rules and axioms
of éhe géometry and to truly believé that a certain sentence

S is a theorem in thislgeometry, in order to be said to
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know that the sentence S is a theorem of Euclidean

geometry. The learner must also be able to demonstrate

the prooft, exhibiting that he or she has the.proper

pattern of'argument;--and understanda the argument in

that he or she would, presumanly,;be'able to "deal
appropriately with new cases beyond the one'under con-
siderption" where the nep cases exhibit the same deductive
fstrategy. | ; _
According to Schettler'e»own discussion of ability ( 

attributions (Scheftlef,'1965, PP« 93-95); it eeems'clear
that what is indicated with regard to understanding is a
co%textuaL.ubility attribution, in the sense indicated ny
‘him, that lack of training doee not prevent one trom“dealing<
*nppropriately witn‘new nrguments-beyond the one under
- consideration. Analyais~ef his éxplication of knowing-
how shows he hae\tied undensganding to training, which is
necessary to the development in_learnersﬂpt critical skills
and facilities. These are acquired bi‘proceduree involving {(
repeated trials, ,

« « oand including. or at least capable

of being facilitated by, the process of

i TR s S

crucinl element of understanding or ‘

communicntion which differentiates even

s an automatic typing facility, from the
. time-telling of a clock. (p. lOl) o .

Since underetanding is not included by Scheffler as a kind
of knowing, but has (it aeeme) included the procese,ot

L¥3
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showing how, description o expigg;t;on as nfnecesenry
condition (a "minimal, though crucial, element") of
understgpding, it. is necessary to npcertnin as nearly -9
as possible what he: holds the relation between knowing
and understanding to be: w
' While, however, there may indeed be

contexts in which knowing X conveys

the connotation of understanding X, it

does not seem plausible to make the

proposed general reduction. A person

_may say w?tﬁout contradiction, "I know

.the doctrines of the existentialists, but

I don't understand them". . ./or/ "He

knows Newton's laws (or Shakespenre 8

plays) but doesn't yet understand them." (p. 17)
While one could hardly disagree with Schettler 8 examples
regarding what one could say without contradiction of
another's knowing and understanding, it is instructive.
"that the examples of knowing he has utilized are examples
of knowing-that and knowing-that in a relntiéely weak
sense, He clearly does not hold that understanding can
be reduced to a kind of theoretical knowing, nor is it a
kind of knowing-how since "Skills, or procedures and
elements of know-how, carry with them a cluster of
aesoctgfed notions that do not apply either in the cnsew
of propensities or in the qnee of attainments," (e.g.
understanding and appreciation) (Scheffler, 1985, p. 19).
The cluster of associated notions (with respect to

understanding) may be summarized as follows:
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(1) The notion of repeated performafice
with regard to attainments is suspect
though it applies adequately to know-
how and propensities. ". . .what would
it .mean to say of a person who under-
stands quantum theory that he had under-
stood ‘it every Tuesday last month. , ."
(2) One does not decide to. understand.
I.e., "A person with an understanding

of quantum theory cannot choose not to
understand it." a

(3) The notion of practice is relevant to

"skills and know-how but not to under-

standing. I.e., "Ome cannot develop an '

understanding of quantum theory by

understanding it over and over again

. . o" (po 20) *
- One may reasonably object that .Scheffler has limited‘his B
analysis ot'understinding, including the above notions held
not to apply to attainments, to a subject use of 'understand, '
and he has collapsed the use of 'understand' to a»dis-
positional use when in fact the term has (at least) both
episodic and diapositional uses. That is, the examples
above show that he hes narrowed the use of 'understand’

*
to the subject use, to understanding some "subject,'" which
texfually seems to mean understanding some proposition, set
. v

of propositions, or rules (p. 15). It also seems to be
the case that the term 'understand' itself is used by
him as » subject, i.e. a Bet of rules defining a performance,
as the locutionvin (3) indicates (*'understanding it over

and over again"), Narrowed to such use, it is obvious

that the episodic nature of 'undené%and' in (1) doesn’t

9 ,
| .
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meke sense, hence Scheffler's comments, ", ., .whnt would
e
. it mean to say of a person who wnderstands quantum theory °

that he had underatood it every

sday ‘1ast month. . ."
and "One cannot develop an understn:ding of quantum theory
by understnndfng it over and over again, . ." The%implication
¥in his analysis is clearly that 'understand' is solely a
dispositional term. Its dispositional character, in
conjunction with‘the subject use ofsthe term, produces
the odd-iocutions nbove which he relies upon to exclude
understanding as any kzhd of knowing or set of kinde of >
knowing. ’ : o o )
)Rﬁle's (1949) analysis, however, cléarly shows that
understnnding has (at least) both a dispositional and an 7N
-episodic character. As Raitz (1974) has argued, under-
standing is not entirely a q}spoaition; nor is it only an
occurrence: | '
Locutions such as "beginning to under-
stand”" and "understands the lecture from
beginning to end" indicate episodes more
<« than dispositions;. . .we speak of under-
standing as increasing or deepening. over \\ .
a period of time, and since dispos tions” :
are capable of duration, one's understanding-
may atrophy. -
o . '
Contrary to Schef!ler's misleading locution (1), it -
may very weil be the case that one had an understnnding‘
of quantum theory at one time which one‘no longer has, .
perhaps due to lck of (more or less) continuous' o J/_

acquaintance with thq\theory. It is also the cnse that!

'
'

‘ .10
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-of kindé of knowing.
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"Scheffler has misleadingly used the term 'understanding' -

in the third locution’ above as a "subject" itself, i.e,

a set of rules constituting a kind of performance. Under-
standing is clearly'not a snbjeét in this 'sense, as Rgle

and Raitz (1974, pp. 1-5) have pointed out. According

to Ryle (1949), ;t . +there is no single nuélear\peiformance.
- .+ which would determine that you hadsunderstood the -
argument" (p..171). Thus, it seems that théttler has

narrowed the use of 'understand' to a-dispositional use, ° o
not recognizing the episodic character of the‘concept;A

and has misleadingly utilized a " Ject" use of the term

to prodqbe.the odd locutions dbove, relying upon these to

exclude!understanding as indcot~knowing or as a set

8.
It has also been argued that understanding is a
"moditied-knowledge-that"‘interpretatign of "s eing connections,™

and that understanning is not n part of knowin -how as Ryle

- &9;- .
has claimed (Ryle, 1949, p. 54). Jane R. Martin (1970)

distinguishes as mutually(e*clusive the sense of undet-
standing with which she in'cdncerned ‘the cognitive nerb S b
'‘understand, ' agg§'being understanding,' which eters

to attitudes, a psychological use of the term (pp. ﬁ44-146).
She was concerned to set forth epistemic conditions tor 4
understanding\in its cognitfbe sense where this is

related to knowing and believing. nMnrtin Q@s objected

. ' » .
. \ . A
. .
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_ .~ to Ryle's inclusion of understanding as a part of knowing- - - o
. s . ~
<\ : how, speciticnlli;his requirement that some degree of : _ ) -
}competenee in pertormances is necessary to underétand‘

them (p. 148). For Ryle (1949), the execution of a skill

‘and understanding\Jare merelz different exercises ot _\
knowledge of the tricks of the‘aame trade'" (p. 55). The.

, one who understands is a épectétor who has some comnetence
in,the‘perfornance being executed, though not to. the degreev ‘
as the one who pertorm A The only sense in which Martin = -

& ._ agrees with Ryle that understanding aomething involves ‘ ¢
knowing-how is that "one who understands something can |
answer certain queations or perform certain Operations," ' ’
e.g. drawing 2 diagram (pp. f!&“}50) This is merely to - e
say that‘tbere are objective tests tor.nnderatanding, not

- that understanding is appiicablefonly to performances or
‘that it includes being able to executg the performagce in
any way (p..150) She states, that‘one‘never understands 4
‘something per se, but always under some initial description ,i» &
(clgss), and that the act of classificati®n is alwaye a . ;" |

i 'component of under%tanding something (p. 158) _ She o
distingui-hed external understanding from internal under-
stand;ng'in that external understanding is characterized

-

by the act of changing the classification of X, oi relating

+ X to some ditter%nt class of things. It is clear from
. - *

this description, and from her criticism of Ryle, that - i - ’
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- she would restrict ettributionc ot underetending\to ;Q

¥
leernere' demonstrations ot theoreticel knowing-thet i.e.

*\ propoeitioncl lcngucge aeeertione. Shc -tut§8> "Undeéir- 'fl'\

et nding requ s having a certain sort of knowledge-thut ;
v -. . n (p. 235) P’/" . !. o - - . "r .
Hertin set forth conditions specifying the moditied-»
knowledge-that interpretation ot eeeing conne ions, where

- "aeeing cbnnectione“ is interpreted in terms ot

belief and an “active engagement" with the relevu

information, To say. that A sees connection c betw en X

_and Y iseat leaet to eay the following _",§ ¢ g§‘
(1) A believes tn’t X and Y bear connection S ‘ ;fﬁ :
f(2) X and Y bear connection C
(3) A has a case from within the relevant .
‘subject m\\ter for his belief ‘that X &
: and Y bear-connectiot ¢ . o
(4) A recognizes the case he has for the )
, belief mentioned in (3) as a_ ceee for
- that belief. / . ”,‘ _
Presumably, it is condition (4) which is tak%n‘to pdeserve - 'gff;v
theshotion of "activb engagement" withpzpcgielgvnnt '
in!ormction and seems to be an instancé of her notion of’
internal claseirication. She holds that Ryle s epectatﬁr~
pértormer dichotomy does not seem to be eppropricte to
. .
: explain certain kinds of: understanding such as understanding
evente&\concepte, etc., :ﬁfﬁ} c11 underetcnding ‘does ‘ -
~ require "seeing connectichs," hence ‘her moditied-knowledge- , ij

that interpretation of seeing cdnnections a8. understanding,

' / . . ‘ . . S - . Ay,

. . * !
. , : . ‘ |
\ : - 3 - PR
. . SR ] . -
- i LR
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Although it in clenr-trom Martin's nccount or her annlyeie

Fthnt she doee not hold it to be complete or eutriciently
ndequnte, some extent ot the inndequnciee mny be ehown
with regnrd to her arguments against Ryle, her poeitton
-on underetnnding pertormlnces.- Raitz (1974) has nrgued,
contrary to Hartin s position. that Ryle's concept of
.underetanding is not a pertormnnce word though Rylé?htilizes
‘pertornnnceu as exnmplee to illustrate understanding. One |
reason for the mistaken belief that it is, he.cleima, is that
Ryle's discussion of occurrencesziefconcerned primnri}y with
thoee occurrences deeignated by achievement worde‘ﬁnving
t@e sense ot,proionged success., Understanding is at leaet
. an nchievement-occnrrence word and there are two kinds of -
achievement words mentioned by Ryle (1949{’ those ‘words
.which "eignity more or lees sudden climaxes or denouements;
others Lyhic;7 signify more or less protracted proceedings"
(p. 149). ‘Understanding' can be used to describe the
sudden_achievement of genuine ineight &e well as protracted
'achievement e.g. a iearner who underetande a lecture trom
beginning to end. ‘ | ‘%
It is clear that Martin has not coneidered any’ ‘ ' &k :
non—theoretical knowing dr non-knowing-thnt explanntion
of underetnnding and has rejected the claim that training

.in pertormance is 2 necessary condition to undereénnding

the nctivity. Surely, with reterence to playing chess,

14
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one may be said to understand the game without hnving any

&
case from w:lth:ln {the nccumulnted*knowledge nbout chess to

©

back up one's beliefs regnrding the connectlone one sees

a8 one plnye the game. As pointed out by Byie‘(1949)r/

« «. .the boy is not-said to know how

to play, if all hé can go is to recite

the rules nccurntely. e must be able

to make the required moves. But he. is

said to know how to play, if, although

he cannot recite the rules, he normally

does make the pera&tted moves, . (p. 41)

A more crucial objection to Martin's anilysis and
2lso Ryle's, however, rests with Brown's (1970)
transformntionti/nnalyeis of knowing-~how expressione, which
revealed a kind of knoﬁing-hew‘not reducible to nor
L

necessitating a knowing-that or theoretical knowing, but
| neceeaitating an account of kinds of knowing which are
'experiential. Brown demonstrated by means of generntive .
gr*mmatical analysig that although Ryle 8 account of knowing-
how has been generally tnken to be procedural there are
(at lenst) two senses of knowing-how expreéaionea He showed
Ryle s distinction to be indeterminate, thnt it isn't clear
: whether or not Ryle had intended to includ® "knowing what
to do," "knowing 3Ebre to begin " and "knowing that some
way to do h thing 13 the wight way," as knowing~how (p. 216).
B}own s enalysis established two kinds of- knowing-how,
the English use (here called the quaé&-procedural sense of

knoy;ng-how); which is defined as that in which "if John '
, ' s o

15

»
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does not know how to V [yhere V' takes verb- as instances/
then John is unable to V there the same substitution is
- made °9,;7' and ‘the standard use (here called the procedural B
. sense of knowing-how), which is defined as that use in
" which the above condition does not hold (p. 220). He is
' not)entirely clenr in his explanation of the Englieh‘uee.- ' ,;‘
of. know—npw\\though he does hold that thin sense is quaei-
prbcedural in thut it involves knowing a rule, method,
or preacription, a necessary condition for one to be able
to V, whether or not one actually V'e. Thie use ie
' gxempliried by "John 8 succeeding in running a projector
or building a houSe, not by luck but in a wty which exhibits
that he is able.to do these things" (p. 220J. The standard -

- 4
, or procedural use, on the other hand, is not exemplified

' or proven by the performance as such, but by the: manner

of the performance which is very much a matter of knowing.\\
the unique, qualitntive knowing, and is not reducible to
knowing & class or instances ot claeees. i.e. knowing-
that. According to Brown, "John's not knowing how [In
the procedural eensef'ie beet seen when ne does move

| about, and capsizes the canoe" .(p. 221). | ‘

The significant point of this kind of knowing-how,'

procedurnl knowing-how, ie thut it will allow for an

‘llexplicntion of the qualitative relntion between knowing-how

and understanding. The procedurnl senee of knowing-h'

<

16
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clearly requires that the one who ¢laims to Enow-how~in
this sense must manifest such knowing through some form
of exhibitiont e.&. oodily'movement, selectipp and
manipulation of theoretichl structyres or symbols, etc.
Exhibiting the mnnner ot know-how indicntive of procedurnl

knowing requires at least eutiicient recognition of and o '

acquaintance with the particulure or unique |qualities of

that which is known of =n object event, pergon, or symbolic
structure. Maccia (1974) has distinguished hree categories i v
of qualitdtive knowing which may be fruitful with respect -
~to an adequate explicaﬁion of the necessnry manner of a

perrormance exhibiting procedural knowing. A learner's .

public exhibition of p%ocedurnl knowing may range from

| -bodily movement to eelection and manipulntion or theoreticnl

etructuree. of recognitive (qualitatiﬁb) knowing, Maccia
- explains that in addition' to recognizing objects of

observation, learnere are called upon to recognize fitting
inclusions in arguments and the gorce nndireachvor
evidence in an experiment,(p: 3). Aoqunintive qualitative
knowing is the'tncit'grasp of elements of a state of |
affairs which characterize that state 6; affairs uniquely,
hence it is very much a nntter of firsthand experience.
Appreciative qualitative knowing iswexhigited by'n learner's

Judgment of the fitness of the part-whole relationships

of some et;te,or affairs (Macciai 1974, pp. 3-4). He

AN
\ . R . -

) - &
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- including qualitative kn&wing which is embedded ’n procedurni
.notion of procedural knowing—how is merely c»{unted tor

' what " "know which " etc., but the knowing | teelt can onl
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argues- that npprecintive qunlitntive knowing overreaches

evidentiul argument, that it ig n knowing which is exhibite-
and involves moro thnn can be said of an object. If this

is the case, his ontegories of qualitative knowing eurel )
allow for further analysis with reapect to their relnti n N
with procedural knowing., -

J

Understandingnrat least where this~hns‘n relat°on ¢ : /;
of implication with knowing-how, may best be faccounted
ror in part by meuns of a conjunction of kinds ot ‘nowing, //}

L}

knowing-how, It should be stressed here that y’own

SN

" by ull the expressions ns "know where, " "kno when," "know
be exhibited in the manner of the actual p:rtormnnéﬁ. This
kind of knowing-how is not tormulizable ii that-clauses
hence it is not reducible to knowing-thn’. The content of’
this knowing, then, ia not a Judggen (,.gt a modal sertion,'
knowing what one must do, ouggt to do,/eto ) (Brown 1970 . e
PP. 236-237). It is because of this hat procedur knowing

rules out the assumption made by Rylr (Ryle, 1949 p. 46),
‘that knowing that one. (including ong selt) understands is
tied to semi—hypothetical statemenqi desoriptio s, allowing

prediction and explanation of the ~ehavior of persons wherevl -




that behavior exhibits understanding. If Ryle. were\,
correct;‘the semi-hypothetical statements would be both
necessary ‘and sn:tipient to account for underetnnding,
whereas Brown'e procedural sense of knowing—how necessitates
& manner exhibited in the actual perrormance. |

SN Brown also allowed for the ract thnt procedural
knowing-hov may be a part or/(or in conjunction with)

the quaei-precedural sense of knowing-hew~1n a given

performance. Some attempts to show the relations between .

c‘{.

the reticul knowing, knowing-that, and knowing-how, though
inaﬁequate in that the distinction between kinds of knowing-
how was not- recognized do suggest. some poasibilitiel for

an adequate analysie of at least certain kinds ofﬂgnder-
standing. One such attempt will be cited here, that or
Jane Martin!e proposed logical equivdlence between theoretical
knowing and kndwing-now as presented in her criticism of
Hartland-8wnnn 8 (1956) reduction ot knowing-that to
knoqing-how (Martin, 1961 pp. 59-71) - 8he -.sought to
accohnt for' a sense of the statement "he knows that he
}ehou d" .where this refers to an internalized moral Judgment
or r-le or conduct which .could not be accounted for in

Bartland-Swnnn s reduction becanne 1t is a tendency and

notﬁl.capacity. It seems from her account of it that it

ie a nowing—that in conJunction with knowing-how which
i




17

.
s o

is both necessary and sufficient for the actual exerdise
of the tendency to behave according to moral Judgmenfs

and rules of ¢onduct, i.e. to execute moral' performances,

‘One crucial problem is that 'she did not distinguish the

procedural sense of knowing-how from the quasi-procedural

gsense. 8he has maintained that this moral tendency is a

- kind of knowing-that (as she did with understanding), and

success in the execution ‘of the moral performnnce "whenever

the ozcasion ariges" is the neéessary and.eufficipnt condition.

for the attribution to someone that fbe& know-that in this
sense (p. 68). Although other_problemn with her propoeed
equivalence will not be dieoueaed here, a more adequatp -
Bpecification of the logical relstion may be set forth
which includee Brown's procedural sense of knowing-how '_
in conjunction with moral knowing~that and the quasi-

procedural senge of knowing-how to render a plausible

account of oned

nd of understanding, monal understanding.
Knoiing"where, A, vhat to V, where 'V' is to behave

morally would neceseitate one e qualitatively knowing the

“existing unique particulare, the qualitien peculiar to

8 person, event, or obJect (including theoretical ntructure).
could not’ ‘be explained as knowing instances of claeeee

since the notion of classification does not obtain ae an

_ explanation g;/fnowing,in the procedural eens&b»ae Brown'a

analysis haa shown. .The following-logical relatioz‘may

20
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provide a description of moral underetanding, one’ kind of

understanding in the prolonged aohievement-ocourrence

. .
L .

sense referred to by Ryle:

‘.

(MU, —>.(MP, 3 KT, & (QP, & P,)))

*

where = : v

IU - Moral Understanding
3 MD. ' ‘Moral Pertormanoe or .act
: - KT = Knowing-That . -
QP = Quasi-Procedural knowing-how . -
P = Procedural knowing—how
A = Person

(Y

L ’ '
~f> stands for ‘'only it'

R

. - - stafhs for 'is'
\i‘ ‘ ’ &  stands “for 'and’
\ ’ s Y ) ‘ “ .
\\ Explicated, the relation reads: If a person, A, is morally
\, understanding, then A performs a moral ‘act only if (moral). |

\\. knowing<that obtains for A and quasi-procedural knowing-how
. : )

’ . '\ (moral) obtains"for A, and procedural knowing-hoW~(moral) \
. 4 \optains for A, where the quasi-procedural knowing-how is
appropriate ‘to ‘the moral act (i.e. knowing appropriate roo
. preeoriptione) and prooedural knowing-how is appropriate
. to the moral act (1.e. suttioient reoognition, aoquaintanoe,
and appreoiation of the qualities peculiar to the obJeot |

) person, etc., involved in -the moral act and/thie qualitative

N ‘knowing is exhibited in the manner &f the pertormanoe of the
\
\ moral att). The relation, as stated, allows‘io;\moral

21
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understanding even if the moral.act is not performed by
A. But it the moral act is performed by A, then the
- appropriate epistemic conditions necessarily obtain ot A,

It also seems plausible to extend the formula to
theoretical understanding to render a more adequate account
of understanding as a necessary condition (or eet of
necessary conditions, as in Scheffler's positipn) to .
theoretical knowing. Given the proper substitution of
terms in the tormula, it would read: If A has theoretical
understanding, then'it“is‘tne case that A performs a
- theoretical act (i.e. theorizes), only if A knows-that of
the appropriate theory, and A knows-how* to theorize in the
quasi-procedural sense (i.e. knows coherence, correspondence
.rules, etc., appropriate to theorizing), and A knows-how
in the procedural sense qppropriate‘to tne theory. The
proé@dural sense of knowing-how with respect to a given
theory would be exhibited by a learner's knowing what to do
with the appropriate theoretical structures or symbols when
presented with new evidence or information relevant to the
theory. As Ryle (1949i has succinctly pointed out,
theorizing is one practice among others and is itself
intelligently or stupidly conducted (p. 26). In bringing °
learners to know structures, understanding the theory is

cloarly necessarylto a learner's"explication of theoretical

22
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power with fespect to relevant evidence, i.e. having
aedequate eyidence, and to a leernef'e-ability to detect '
the theoretical streteé;ﬂin arguments besidés the one
under consideration. .

In conclueion, I have sought to‘ehow that an adequate
‘epistemic analysie'of understanding rules out explenetione
of understanding as a non-knowledge "attainment " and as
& kind of ¢t oretical knowihg or knowing-thet.< I have also

argued that the assumption that knowing one unde;etande is’

~,'l&:‘,y\ﬂi3t,w L

tied to semi-hypothetical stetemente is inadequate in that (
procedural knowing is proved solely by a necessary mggnera
‘on an execution of the actual performance.. A complete " .
annlyeie of understanding was not attempted here though

euggeetione for further analysis were made regerding

underetendinge involving relations obtaiuing between qualitative
fknowing and procedural knowing where those relations must

~ be explicated. My arguments support the conclusion that
learner.undZIBtanding, as exhibitéd in moral acts and acts
of theorizing or theoretical knowing can justifiably be e

accounted for as sets of kinds of knowing.




Epiotemic.Analyais

" REFERENCES . a
(PR 4 ) ! . 5//

Brown, D. G. Knowing How and Knowing That, What, In -
Oscar P, Wood and GeorgeAPitoner.(Eds.), Ryle: A

Collection of Critical Essays. Garden City: Doubloday
and CoQ,IIno., 1970. ' -

Estep, M. L. A Study in Pedagogical Epistemology: The

Relation Between Theoretical and Procedural Knowing.

Ann Arbors Xerox University Microfilms, 1975:

"Hartlnnd-8wann, Jonn, The Logicai Status of 'Knowing That.'
Analysis, 1956, XVI, 111%115.

Maccia, George S. Epistemological Considerations of

Eduéational Objectives. Paper pres;nted to the Philosoph&

of Education Section XVth World Congress of Philosophy,

7%
~

" Varna, Bulgaria, 1973

- z

Macoia, George S Contributions of Epistemologz Toward a

Scienoe of Education. Paper presentod to the International

CongFess of the fﬁternnﬁional Association for the p
Advancenent of Educational Research, University of ﬁaris;
Paris, France, 1973. ' , | “ \

Maooia,:Georgé S. Pedagoéiogl Epistemology. In Proceedings
of the 1973 Annual Meeting of the Ohio Valley Philosophy
of Education SocietY, 1974 57-69, | : s '

Martin, Jane R. On 'Knowing How' and . 'Knowing That.' The
Philosoprhical Review, 1958, LXVII, 379-388.

v

24




N

gf? 22

Martin, Jane R. On the Reduction of 'Knowing That! to
'Knowing flow.' In Othanel Smith and Robert‘Ennis (Eds.),

Langgage and Concegte*in Education Chicag0° Rand
McNally and Co,, 1961, 59-7].

Martin, Jane R, Explaining, Understanding and Teach{;g
Rew York: McGraw-Hill, 1970. ~

Raitz, Keith The Performance Element in Ryle's Concept
zerformance Element y pt

"of Understanding. Paper presented to the Ohio Velley
£B

Philosophy of Education Society, Cincinnati Ohlo

November, 1974,

?_Ryle,'Gilbert. Knowing How and Knowing That. Proceedings .-

'0f the Aristotelian Society, 1948, XLVI, 1-16}

Ryle, Gilbert. The Concegt of Mind. New York Barnes and

. . @
Noble Books, 1949 . N

Scheffler Israel. Conditions of Knowledge. Glenview, Illinois'

Scott Foresman and Co., 1965,

.

Epistemic Analysis




